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PER CURI AM

Fred Neal, Jr., appeals his conviction and sentence for two
counts of possession of a firearm by a convicted felon, in
violation of 18 U . S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1l) (2000). Neal 's attorney has

filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738

(1967), raising one issue but stating that, in his view, there are
no nmeritorious grounds for appeal. Although notified of his right
to do so, Neal has not filed a pro se supplenental brief. Finding
no reversible error, we affirm

In the Anders brief, counsel questions whether the district
court erred in sentencing Neal to ninety-six nonths of
i mpri sonmnent. W find that we have no authority to review the
district court’s decision to sentence Neal to ninety-six nonths
because this sentence is within the guideline range and is bel ow
the statutory maxi num sentence of ten years. See 8 U S C
8§ 924(a)(2) (2000) (setting forth statutory nmaxinmun). Because
Neal s sentence does not exceed the maximum allowed by the
Gui delines or statute, we will not reviewit on appeal. See United

States v. Porter, 909 F.2d 789, 794 (4th Cr. 1990) (finding

chal l enge to court’s exercise of discretion in setting a sentence
within a properly calcul ated guideline range not addressable on
appeal ).

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record

in this case and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. W



therefore affirm Neal’s conviction and sentence. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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